Two studies, both originating from a larger psycholexical study in Serbian language, are presented 
INTRODUCTION
The essential problem that the personality psychologists coming from diverse research paradigms are facing is defining the initial set of variables adequately representing the universe of descriptors needed for taxonomy of basic personality dimensions. From the very beginning, lexical research has been characterized by its exploratory approach. In all phases of lexical research, strictly empirical criteria are used to provide answers for questions such as: what are the basic personality dimensions and what is their structure? The basic premises of the lexical approach are that the vast majority of important and widespread phenotypic descriptions of personality are encoded in the language, and that their level of representation in the language corresponds with their relative importance (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) .
So far, three different research strategies have been implemented within the psycholexical research tradition.
The first group of studies relies on technique that was originally used by Allport and Odbert (cf. Waller, 1999) who have conducted the seminal psycholexical study of the English language by classifying 18,000 words in four distinctive categories. The first category consisted of stable personality traits; the second category consisted of temporary states and moods; the third of evaluative words, and the fourth category consisted of ambiguous and metaphoric words. According to Allport and Odbert, only the first category of words should be of interest to psychologists, an opinion that has since dominated most lexical research. Studies conducted on Dutch (DeRaad et al., 1992) , Italian (Caprara and Perugini, 1994) and Hungarian (Szirmak & DeRaad, 1994) have relied on criteria set by Allport and Odbert and have included selections of descriptions of stable personality traits. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness, and were generally easily identified. However, the very existence or the content of the dimension Openness varied from study to study.
Another group of studies that was performed on German (Ostendorf & Angleitner, 1993; cf. Saucier, 1997) , English (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) and Czech (Hrebickova, Ostendorf, Angleitner, 1995; cf. Saucier, 1997) included words relating to abilities and talents, as well. This contributed to extraction of latent dimensions resembling the "Big Five" factor structure, with clearly defined Intellect dimension.
Both groups of studies were based on a comprehensive list of personality descriptors that was derived from the dictionary. Following the procedure of Allport and Odbert, evaluative words and words describing transitory states and moods were excluded from the list. When larger samples of words were used (from 274 to 899), the 5-factor structure was extracted, as a rule.
The third group of studies used less restrictive criteria for variable selection. Cattel (1945; cf. Waller, 1999) was the first to object to an a priori decision on what words represent an adequate selection from a given linguistic corpus. He thought that in the process of building an adequate model, the initial array of variables should consist of the complete universe of descriptors and that all descriptors are relevant, being encoded in words of a given language. Faced with technical problems while conducting his ambitious project, Cattel amended descriptions from Allport and Odbert's list with states, moods and some clinical descriptions. However, study by Tellegen and Waller (Waller, 1999 ) is a prototype for this type of research. They criticized Allport and Odbert's taxonomy as a hypothesis that was lacking its empirical foundation. That is, Allport and Odbert's claim that only descriptors from their first list form a basis for relevant selection of variables describing personality has never been tested empirically. For many years, researchers were accepting Allport and Odbert's subjective criterion at its face value.
Instead, Tellegen and Waller formulated few rules before conducting a lexical study. First, there was no "black list" of descriptors. All descriptors, except synonyms were included in the list. The second rule, insisted that it is more important to have a representative sample rather than a comprehensive list of descriptors. For that purpose, they have divided the dictionary into 25-page sections, and 7 or 8 noncontiguous pages from each section were randomly selected. On each selected page, the first personality descriptive adjective that could be fit into the stems tends to be _ _ and is often _ _ was extracted (Waller, 1999) . This approach has yielded a sevenfactor personality structure, quite similar to the "Big Five" dimensions supplemented with two new evaluative categories that were named Positive Valence and Negative Valence. Although it may look not as important at first, this finding pointed at the difference between rivaling theoretical approaches. Evaluation obviously is not a single bipolar dimension (evaluating oneself by the terms good or bad). Evaluation is more adequately represented with two dimensions. For instance, high scores on Positive Valence express positive self-evaluation (exceptional, deserving admiration, etc.), while low scores on Positive Valence express modesty. High scores on Negative Valence express exceptional negative self-evaluation (a bad person, emphasizing shortcomings etc.), while low scores on Negative Valence express self-evaluation of an ordinary person. Within the realm of this factorial solution, dimension which was correspondent to the opposite pole of Openness to experience was labeled as Conventionality. Other dimensions are content-wise very close to dimensions of the Big Five model. This study also introduced novelty in naming of the factors. Tellegen and Waller thought that Negative Emotionality was a better name for Neuroticism and that Positive Emotionality was a better name for Extraversion, as suggested by previous research on factorial structure of affectivity (Tellegen, 1985) .
However, the ensuing research on Hebrew (Almagor et al., 1995) and Spanish (Benet and Waller, 1995) have not confirmed the identical seven-factor structure. Although this disparity in findings can be attributed to cultural differences, the problem of the initial selection of variables in lexical research still remains to be of interest (Saucier, 1997) . Three factors: Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness are always extracted, irrespective of the manner in which the initial array of variables is defined. Other personality dimensions have not demonstrated this cross-cultural stability.
The first lexical study in Serbian language (Smederevac, 2000; was fashioned after Tellegen and Waller's study, using the Serbo-Croatian dictionary of 1975. The initial array of variables consisted of 292 items that were selected in accordance with the nonrestrictive criteria of Tellegen and Waller. All nouns, adjectives and verbs form each 10 th page of the dictionary were included in the initial array. Dimensions that were extracted were named as Negative Emotionality, Positive Valence, Negative Valence, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness (-), Emotional Control and Conventionality. The main drawback of this solution was that indicators of Positive Emotionality, and Agreeableness and Positive Valence all grouped within a single dimension. In the ensuing study, following inclusion of evaluative words, a rather clear-cut five-factor structure was extracted (Čolović et al., 2005) . However, the problem of indicators constituting Extraversion remains unsolved. In the Serbian culture, positive emotionality is the dominant feature of Extraversion while frequency of social contacts and the intensity of gratification from social contacts belong to the Agreeableness domain.
Objective of the present study is to provide answers for some of the key questions arising within the lexical paradigm. The first question deals with the representativeness of the initial array of variables. One possible explanation for the unique factor pattern found in the Serbian sample may be the dictionary used. The language is an ever evolving system. It is quite possible that the Serbian language has become significantly enriched over the last 30 years. Therefore, the present study used the more recent Serbian dictionary (Moskovljević, 2000) . The first description of personality appearing on each of 874 pages of the dictionary was selected, resulting in a list of 264 words.
The second question presented itself following the word selection. Formulation of items can significantly affect the way people respond to each item. In a classic design, within the lexical research, initial set of variables consisted of adjectives (Ashton & Lee, 2005) . However, including nouns and verbs complicates formulation of questionnaire items. An item can be formulated as a specific word, or as a phrase or a sentence describing some common behavior. Therefore we have decided to design two separate questionnaires. One questionnaire consisted of standard descriptions of words chosen from the dictionary in their most literate form (Lexi). The other questionnaire consisted mostly of statements describing behavior or emotional states in compliance with linguistic description (PL). The example of this process is shown in Table 1 . The third reason for the decision to design two questionnaires stems from critiques of the lexical approach. For some, adjectives often have unclear and ambiguous meanings (Bandura, 1999; Block, 1995) that are not equally understood by research subjects. As an example, aggressiveness may be taken as assertiveness by some and as hostility by the others. Answering this type of criticism, Ashton (Ashton & Lee, 2005) remarked that high correlations between self-evaluation and evaluation done by other people indirectly support the consensus about the meaning of certain words. Nevertheless, in spite of significant conceptual differences, theoretical models that were developed using personality descriptors based on adjectives (John & Srivastava, 1999) are not very different from theoretical models that were developed using personality descriptors based on sentences (McCrae & Costa, 1999) . One advantage of adjective use compared to use of dictionary statements lies in potentially limitless number of possible behaviors that can be described in such way. At the same time, potential number of adjectives is limited by the dictionary content (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996) . On the other hand, some authors question the use of adjectives in lexical studies, since their use in the every day's spoken language is less frequent than the use of longer semantic units such as phrases or sentences (Trapnell, 1994 ). An illustrating example for the difference between use of adjectives and the use of phrases and sentences relates to dimension Openness. The content of this dimension is much broader when phrases or sentences are used. Therefore, this dimension is sometimes named Intellect (John & Srivastava, 1999) . Clarification of these methodological and conceptual problems of lexical research was one of the basic motives of the second study presented here. If the different formulation of the same initial array of variables (sharing potentially the same content) results in a similar factor structure, this will be an important argument supporting basic premises of lexical approach in personality research.
STUDY I Objective
The main objective of this study was to establish latent structure of subjects' responses to items of questionnaire Lexi. These items were formulated as simple descriptions that almost literally reflect words describing personality in Serbian language.
Sample
This study was conducted on 275 men and 325 women aged between 18 and 74; the mean age was 32.33.
Questionnaire
The Questionnaire of lexical personality descriptions containing 264 items that were evaluated on a 5-point scale was used. The format and the content of the items almost literally represent personality descriptions selected in compliance to nonrestrictive criteria of Tellegen and Waller. The descriptors were selected from Moskovljević's Serbian dictionary (2000) .
Results
Principal component analysis of the questionnaire LEXI yielded 51 principal components with eigenvalues higher than 1. According to the Scree-test, it was decided to retain 7 principal components, explaining 33.67% of the total variance. The fourth Promax component involves control and regulation of our impulses: purposeful planning, persistence and reliability. The negative pole of this component involves indicators of hesitation, poor impulse control and unreliability, lack of ambition, and failure to stay within the lines. This component was named Conscientiousness. Content of the fifth Promax component is dominated by indicators of sociability, cheerfulness and joviality. One part of the content is defined by indicators of warmth and cooperation. In the Big Five theoretical model, these indicators define dimension of Agreeableness. Here, this component was named Positive Emotionality. The sixth Promax component defines extreme high positive self-evaluation, belief in one owns power, superiority and brilliance. It was named Positive valence. The seventh Promax component has a somewhat more complex content and is characterized by unusual interests and behaviors, proneness to mysticism, lively imagination and creativity, but also curiosity and striving towards constant self improvement. It involves some sort of eccentricity but also some indicators that other theoretical models name as Openness to experience, Conventionality, Intellect or Culture. Here, it was named Openness to experience. The highest inter-factor correlations were found between Aggressiveness and Negative Valence (.450), Negative emotionality and Conscientiousness (-.352) , and between Negative emotionality and Positive Emotionality (-.320). Openness to experience was significantly correlated to Aggressiveness (.229) and Positive Valence (.202). Positive Emotionality significantly correlated with Positive Valence (.195). 
Discussion
Analysis of principal components of the Lexi questionnaire yielded a sevenfactor structure. The factors were named Negative Valence, Negative Emotionality, Aggressiveness, Conscientiousness, Positive Emotionality, Positive Valence and Openness. By their names these factors basically corresponded to dimensions of the 7-factor model of Tellegen and Waller (Waller, 1999) . However, content-wise this correspondence was less than perfect making the two solutions not entirely equivalent. Factors Positive Valence and Negative Valence had content quite similar to the content of those dimensions in the model of Tellegen and Waller. The very existence of these two dimensions is questioned by the advocates of the Big Five model. In this study surprisingly, Negative Valence was the factor explaining the highest proportion of the total variance.
Contents of factors Conscientiousness and Negative Emotionality also largely matched analogue dimensions of the seven-factor model. However, this did not hold for factors Aggressiveness, Positive Emotionality and especially for the factor Openness. Factor Aggressiveness significantly corresponded with the negative pole of the factor Agreeableness, as it was defined in the seven-factor model. In addition, dimension Positive Emotionality reported here, also overlapped with some significant aspects of Agreeableness, as defined in the seven-factor model. Here, Aggressiveness has emerged in a somewhat more basic manifestation relative to aggressiveness that is defined as the negative pole of Agreeableness in the five and the seven-factor models. Aggressiveness reported in this study covers mostly a tendency to get infuriated and to directly confront others as opposed to harsh temper and competitiveness. Dimension Positive Emotionality covers indicators of sociability and vivacity joint with indicators of affective warmth, mild temper and enjoying closeness with other people. It seems that the nature of this dimension is closer to affiliation than to gregariousness, a usual component of Extraversion. Thus, here Sociability and Aggressiveness described essentially the same space that is described by Extraversion and Agreeableness in other models. Since this finding basically replicates our earlier findings (Smederevac, 2002) , it is quite possible that this overlap between contents of Positive Emotionality and Agreeableness can be explained by some important cultural differences. It may well be that sociability (as a typical indicator of extravert behavior) in the Serbian culture, is more associated with good communication manners, cooperation and benevolence than what is the case in some Western cultures. On the other hand, the negative pole of Aggressiveness, that should basically cover such descriptions of behavior, is defined more narrowly in our studies -as patience and lack of tendency for confrontation with others.
Dimension Openness had the greatest content-wise discrepancy relative to other models presented in the literature. The fact that this factor had a significant (although low) correlation with dimensions Aggressiveness and Positive Valence may suggest that it involves eccentricity and defiance to much greater extent than usually reported in contents of dimensions Openness, Intellect and Culture in other models. Here, Openness is primarily defined as an interest for alternative methods for explaining reality and only secondary as intellectual curiosity, creativity and intellectual tolerance. Subscale Openness also had somewhat worse metric characteristics relative to other subscales of the Lexi questionnaire.
STUDY 2 Objective
The main objective of this study was to establish latent structure of subjects' responses to items of questionnaire PL. Items of the PL questionnaire were formulated as sentences including descriptions of common behaviors and emotional states in given situations, and were derived from words describing personality in Serbian language..
Sample
The questionnaire was administered to 800 people, (476 women and 324 men), aged 18 to 73, with the mean age of 30.16.
Questionnaire
Questionnaire of lexical statements about personality (PL) consisted of 264 items that were rated using a 5-point scale. The form and the content of items corresponded to common behaviors and emotional states in given situations. The items operationally define words describing personality that were selected using nonrestrictive criteria of Tellegen and Waller from Moskovljević's dictionary (2000) .
Results
Principal component analysis yielded 28 components with eigenvalues that were higher than 1. According to the Scree-test, 5 principal components explaining 31.6 % of the total variance were retained in the model. Promax rotation was applied. The first Promax component covers indicators of pleasantness, benevolence, empathy and sociability. It relates to emotional warmth and the need to establish harmonious and friendly relationship with other people. Tentatively, it was named Sociability. The third Promax component includes indicators of harsh temper, dominance and tendency for aggressive behavior. It was named Aggressiveness. The content of the fourth Promax component indicates assertiveness, activation and being energetic but also some conative features like industriousness and reliability. This component is named Activity. The content of the fifth Promax component indicates at instances of weakness of control, lack of organization and negligence. It includes absence of purposeful planning and poor regulation of impulses. Also, it covers some indictors of sensation seeking. This component was named Impulsivity. Correlations among Promax components were generally rather low. Dimension Anxiety had highest negative correlation with Activity (-.335), and then with Sociability (-.301). Impulsivity had a positive correlation with Aggressiveness (.300), and negative with Sociability (-.231). In general, the five scales of the questionnaire PL -that were formed in accordance to the factor solution described above -had satisfactory psychometric properties. Reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) was highest for Anxiety and lowest for Impulsivity. Sociability had the best representativeness, as evidenced by normalized Keyser-Meyer-Olkin coefficient, while representativeness of the Impulsivity was the poorest.
Discussion
Instead of the expected seven-factor solution corresponding to findings of Study 1, Study 2, based on items in the forms of statements, yielded a five-factor solution. Content of the five extracted factors was rather surprising. Content-wise some of the factors correspond with dimensions of the Big Five, but there were also some significant discrepancies from the factor content of the Big Five model. Consequently, dimensions extracted in Study 2 were named Sociability, Anxiety, Aggressiveness, Activity and Impulsivity. Similarity with dimensions of Zuckerman's Alternative Five-Factor Model (2002) is more than obvious. Sociability covers indicators expressing need for social contact together with indicators of empathy, loyalty and civility. This implies that Sociability includes not only social aspects of extraversion but also some aspects of compassion and morals. Dimension Activity mostly covers indicators of work activation, which may be similar to lexical dimension of Conscientiousness. However, it seems that the content of Activity is somewhat broader, since it also covers temperamental aspect of extraversion. This makes the dimension of Activity described here closer to Zuckerman's concept of Activity. It is quite curious that although Sociability and Activity are usually taken as two fundamental aspects of extraversion, this study found no correlation between them indi-cating that contents of these two dimensions should be interpreted in a non-standard manner. This finding may await further explanation based on cultural specificities and differences between the samples.
There are different approaches in naming the dimension characterized by negative affectivity that is commonly extracted in all personality models. Some authors prefer to name it Neuroticism, other prefer to name it Negative Emotionality. Although signs of anxiety were not the only indicators of negative emotions covered by the third component, they by all means dominated its content. Therefore, the third dimension of the model was named Anxiety. In most studies on Serbian language, a component gathering indicators of domination and aggressiveness has been clearly separated from the general positive content of Agreeableness and was named Aggressiveness. The last dimension covers indicators of the lack of control and was named Impulsivity.
These findings inevitably raise the question about the indicators of Positive Valence and Negative Valence, the two dimensions that failed to appear in our fivefactor solution. It may well be that our strategy of formulating our statements in such way to attenuate extremely evaluative statements, with the intention to facilitate responders' agreement/disagreement with certain statements, had a negative effect on extraction of these two important dimensions. Some items with negative connotation were covered by dimension Aggressiveness (I can be very pushy if I want to achieve something, I can be very cruel if something gets in my way, I can be very obnoxious, if needs be). Their content reveals rationalization for aggressive behavior. Response to the item I am a cruel person can be positive only among people with negative self-evaluation characterizing depressive spectrum of behaviors or among people with a grandiose perception of their own strength and power, characterizing antisocial personality disorders. When the same content is offered through a formulation I can be very cruel if something gets in my way it can be viewed as an almost justified reaction to frustration, as a part of a broader spectrum of aggressive reactions.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The findings presented above should be viewed through the prism of some basic methodological and conceptual issues that implicitly dominate research of individual differences.
The first issue relates to formulation of items that can be used as trait indicators. Our assumption that the same initial set of variables -in spite of difference in item formulation of the two questionnaires -will yield similar dimensions failed to be confirmed. The change in formulation of questionnaire items involving inclusion of some relevant behavioral context had a thorough effect on the factor structure of the models obtained.
It is obvious, that changing items' formulation did not only affect their formal aspect but has also somewhat affected items' meanings. For instance, meaning of the item I am a nervous person is quite different from the meaning of the item I always get nervous about something. Placing of certain behavior in a specific context narrows the repertoire of meanings covered by the adjective nervous. To be upset or nervous, besides the feeling of emotional tension, may also signify low frustration tolerance or a tendency for confrontational behavior. In this paper, the item I am a nervous person is covered by the content of the factor Aggressiveness in Study 1 and the item I always get nervous about something is covered by the content of the factor Anxiety in Study 2. This further illustrates the thesis that an exclusive use of adjectives in lexical research entails risks associated with colloquial meanings of the words. Potential spectrum of connotative use of adjectives is often much broader than intended. The use of the same personality description through common activities and emotional states reduces risk that some idiosyncrasies or some colloquial connotations may significantly affect responses to items of the questionnaire.
The second issue deals with the relationship between lexical and psychobiological models of personality. Dimensions extracted in Study 1 are quite similar to lexical dimensions that are commonly reported in studies applying non-restrictive criteria for item selection (Almagor et al., 1995; Benet and Waller, 1995; Waller, 1999) . In spite of certain discrepancies -such as the overlap of contents between Extraversion and Agreeableness and the tendency for emergence of an independent factor covering descriptors of aggressive behavior -the content of other personality dimensions generally coincides with contents of Big Seven dimensions: Negative Emotionality, Positive Valence, Negative Valence and Conscientiousness (Waller, 1999) . There is also a discrepancy regarding dimension Openness, since in the reference model it leans towards Conventionality. This finding is not consistent since the previous lexical study on Serbian language (Smederevac, 2002 ) yielded a dimension that was content-wise closest to Conventionality.
However, dimensions that were extracted in Study 2 are more closely matched to dimensions described by the Alternative Five-Factor Model (Zuckerman, 2002) than to dimensions that are usually reported in lexical models. For instance, the status of indicators of sociable behavior in the Serbian culture has been in the focus of contemporary research because of the inability to replicate lexical studies that have separated dimensions of Extraversion and Agreeableness (Čolović et al., 2005; Smederevac, 2002) . Here, the domain of sociable behavior was clearly identified as a separate dimension, as was the case in the alternative FFM. Another line of argument supporting the similarity between our model and the alternative FFM relates to the content of Aggressiveness which has so far been extracted as a separate dimension in previous studies on Serbian language (Smederevac, 2002) . It seems that aggressiveness is much easier identified as an authentic personality trait then agreeableness, a finding that further supports Zuckerman's concept (2002) . Additionally, our dimension Impulsivity is much closer to Zuckerman's concept of Impulsive sen-sation seeking than to lexical concepts of Openness or Conscien-tiousness. Even more so, Activity reported here conceptually more closely matches its namesake from the alternative FFM than dimensions of Extraversion and Conscientiousness, although it entails some of their commonly reported indicators.
The obvious next step is to validate our questionnaires. This will probably provide additional explanation for some unexpected findings reported above. The very finding that personality dimensions extracted in a lexical study correspond to dimensions of psychobiological model such as the alternative FFM deserves further scrutiny. At this moment the similarity between the two models is convincing enough to pose a question about clear demarcation line separating lexical and psychobiological models of personality, a line that was postulated by many authors working in the provocative field of psychology of individual differences. REZIME STRUKTURA LEKSIČKIH OPISA LIČNOSTI U SRPSKOM JEZIKU Snežana Smederevac, Dušanka Mitrović i Petar Čolović Odsek za psihologiju, Filozofski fakultet u Novom Sadu U radu su prikazani rezultati dve studije, sprovedene u okviru opsežnije psiholeksičke studije u srpskom jeziku. Inicijalni skup varijabli u psiholeksičkoj studiji činili su opisi ličnosti ekstrahovani iz Rečnika srpskog književnog jezika sa jezičkim savetnikom. Formiranje početnog skupa deskriptora ličnosti sprovedeno je prema nerestriktivnim kriterijumima Telegena i Volera, tako što je sa svake druge stranice rečnika preuzet prvi adekvatan termin koji se odnosi na ličnost. Na taj način, formirana je lista od ukupno 264 deskriptora -imenica, prideva i glagola. Na osnovu ovih opisa, konstruisane su dve forme instrumenta -upitnici Lexi i PL, koji se primarno razlikuju prema načinu formulacije stavki. Ajtemi upitnika Lexi formulisani su tako da sadrže doslovne opise ličnosti iz rečnika, ili verno reprodukuju njihova značenja, dok su stavke druge forme, upitnika PL, konstruisane u obliku rečeničkih iskaza. U prvoj studiji prikazanoj u radu ispitana je latentna struktura prostora merenja upitnika Lexi. Istraživanje je sprovedeno na uzorku od 600 ispitanika oba pola, starosti od 18 do 74 godine. Analizom glavnih komponenti, prema Scree kriterijumu, ekstrahovano je 7 glavnih komponenti, koje obuhvataju 33,67% varijabiliteta sistema varijabli; one su rotirane u Promax poziciju. Promax komponente nazvane su Negativna valenca, Negativna emocionalnost, Agresivnost, Savesnost, Pozitivna emocionalnost, Pozitivna valenca i Otvorenost ka iskustvu. Sadržaj dimenzija ekstrahovanih u prvoj studiji korespondira sa dimenzijama Telegenovog i Volerovog sedmofaktorskog modela ličnosti. Metrijske karakteristike supskala formiranih na osnovu matrice faktorskog sklopa su zadovoljavajuće. U drugoj studiji, sprovedenoj na uzorku od 800 ispitanika starosti 18 -73 godine, ispitana je latentna struktura prostora merenja upitnika PL. Analizom glavnih komponenti, na osnovu Scree kriterijuma, ekstrahovano je 5 glavnih komponenti koje zajedno obuhvataju 31,59 % varijanse skupa varijabli. Nakon Promax rotacije, komponente su interpretirane kao Socijabilnost, Anksioznost, Agresivnost, Aktivitet i Impulsivnost; ove dimenzije sadržajem nalikuju na dimenzije Zakermanovog Alternativnog petofaktorskog modela ličnosti. Podatak da dimenzije ličnosti ekstrahovane na osnovu metoda uobičajenog za leksička istraživanja korespondiraju sa dimenzijama jednog psihobiološkog modela, kao što je Alternativni FFM, svakako bi trebalo još proveravati. 
